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To: Pietro Mannlno/RZ/USEPA/US@EPA Isabel Rodrlgues/RZ/USEPA/US@EPA
“Harry Warner" <hdwarner@gw.dec.state.ny.us>, "Jess LaClair"
<jalaclai@gw.dec.state.ny.us>, "Kevin Kelly" <kjkelly@gw.dec.state.ny.us>,
"Michael Ryan" <mjryan@gw.dec.state.ny.us>, "William Daigle"
<wldaigle@gw.dec.state.ny.us>, <jhd01@health.state.ny.us>

History: This meséage has been replied to and forwarded.

1 Attachment
<d

Cayuga_Proposed Plan comments.docx

Hello, Pete and Isabel;

The attached RLSO file contains the compiled State comments on EPA's Proposed Plan for the EPA Cayuga
County Groundwater site.

The Regional staff wanted me to also point out, as an editorial note, that nearly all of the GE Auburn / Powerex
site is in the Town of Aurelius. The Auburn Clty boundary does cut across the property, but only a small portion
of the property is in Auburn
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Please have a look at the comments and let me know if you think we should have a phone call to discuss.

Thanks,

Kevin Farrar

Remedial Bureau D / Section A »
Division of Environmental Remediation

NYSDEC

625 Broadway, 12th Floor

Albany, NY 12233-7013

518-402-9778
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Superfund Proposed Plan

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2

Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site
- Cayuga County, New York

July 2012

EPA ANNOUNCES PROPOSED PLAN

This Proposed Plan describes the remedial alternatives
considered for the contaminated groundwater at ‘the
Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination Superfund

site (the Site) and identifies the preferred remedy with the -

rationale for this preference. This Proposed Plan was
developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), the lead agency for the Site, in consultation with
the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC). EPA is issuing this Proposed;
Plan as part of its public participation responsibilities
under Section 117(a) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Llablllty
Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended, and%Sectlons
300.430(f) and 300.435(c) of the National \®1i\\‘qand

Hazardous Substances Pollution Contmgency:&%l’lan%\%w\

(NCP). The nature and extent of the contamination at‘the
Site and the remedial altematlves‘%sgg‘}manzed in tln_s
Proposed Plan are described. ‘m’\

Investigation (RI) Report andt'
Report, ppoth issued in 2012, as® well,‘as other;‘documents
contained in the Administrative Rec;*gi'dxfor thls“slte EPA
and NYSDEC encoura‘g’c\«; the publl?:‘:;;té);:;‘e\ﬁewﬁ‘hesc

/%’i%

i

I

el Remedlal\&
E‘Fca51b111ty“Study (FS)"'%,:.

»*"‘«}

considered in the Proposed Plan and in the detailed
analysis section of the FS report, since EPA and
NYSDEC may select a remedy other than the preferred
alternative.
~ \%‘:“%‘
<
MARK YOUR CALENDAR )

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:

July13, 2012 - August 13, 2012

EPA will accept written comments on the Proposed Plan
during the public comment period.

PUBLIC MEETING: July 26, 2012 at 7:00 pm

EPA will hold a public meeting to explain the Proposed
Plan and all of the alternatives presented in the Feasibility
Study. Oral and written comments will also be accepted at
the meeting. The meeting will be held at the Union Springs
ngh School, Union Spnngs NY. )

:;\i?g“ wa“UNl:nY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS

=
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\‘e,EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that the
concerns of the community are considered in selecting an

documents to gam‘aﬁ%ré\corlp{ehen51v§understmdm%effecnve remedy for each Superfund site. To this end,

of the Site andsthe-Superfund activities that\ﬁ{lave been™

conducted. Sk \\ “‘W\

. *«.:N \ \%
This Proposed Plan ls~l§1§g provided aS\Q?.\ upplement:to
the above-noted documents\to inform thc\pubhc of EPA
and NYSDEC's preferred‘?%"medy and to%?hcn public
comments pertaining to all of«ihg_ remticilal“altematlves
evaluated, including the prefenedsgj&gg&n%nve EPA and
NYSDEC’s preferred alternative 1Qv91ves the' in-situ
treatment of contaminated groundwater by biological and

_abiotic remediation and monitored natural attenuation.

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the
preferred remedy for the Site. Changes to the preferred
remedy, or a change from the preferred remedy to another
remedial alternative, may be made if public comments or
additional data indicate that such a change will result in a
more appropriate remedial action. The final decision
regarding the selected remedy will be made after EPA
has taken into consideration all public comments. EPA is
soliciting public comment on all of the alternatives

the RI and FS reports and this Proposed Plan have been
made available to the public for a public comment period
which begins on July13, 2012 and concludes on August
13, 2012.

A public meeting will be held during the public comment
period at the Union Springs High School on July 26,
2012 at 7:00 p.m. to present the conclusions of the RI/FS,
to elaborate further on the reasons for recommending the
preferred alternative, and to receive public comments.

Comments received at the public meeting, as well as
written comments, will be documented in the
Responsiveness Summary Section of the Record of
Decision (ROD), the document which formalizes the
selection of the remedy.

Written comments on the Proposed Plan should be
addressed to:

Comment [NYS1]: When will these be released
for public review? Should be prior to the proposed
plau.




Isabel R. Rodrigues
Remedial Project Manager
Western New York Remediation Section
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
" 290 Broadway, 20th Floor
New York, New York 10007-1866
Telephone: (212) 637-4248
Fax: (212) 637-4284
e-mail: rodrigues.isabel@epa.gov

INFORMATION REPOSITORIES

Copies of the Proposed Plan and supporting documentation
are available at the following information repositories:

Seymour Public Library

Auburn, New York

Telephone: (315) 252-2571

Hours of operation:

Mon.-Wed. - 10 AM to 9 PM

Thurs,, Fri. — 10 AM to 6 PM

Sat. - 10 AMto 4 PM

Electronic copies should also be available — the coun

willing to post the information on their website. Please be
sure they receive final copies of the documents referenced.

USEPA — Region Il

Superfund Records Center

290 Broadway, 18™ Floor

New York, New York 10007-1866

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTI(W

The primary objectives of thlS actlon are to remedrate the R
groundwater contamination, to mmmnze the mlgranon of
contaminants, and to.minimize any potenh *»future

and env1ronmenta"i‘*‘;:“§xmpac§ \%Thlsy%l%roposcd Pl
addresses groundwater contamination at the: Slte EPA
has designated ﬂn&ggg\non as the f?fst‘and ﬁnal"'ogslzle

unit for site remedlat{?‘n

The source area at the former Powerex f}nhty in the Clg
of Aubum is being addréssed under ihe NYSDEC
Superfund program. The effectrveg\ess of;}»the remedy in
this Proposed Plan requires coordmatrgg&QeMeen actions
to address contaminant sources atithe site and the
proposed remedy. EPA is coordmatmg with NYSDEC
on the source area investigation and the remedy described
in this proposed plan.

[The proposed alternative would occur in conjunction with|
ecither a State-lead remedial program designed to control
the VOC sources at the GE Aubum / Powerex site, or a
separate Non Time Critical Removal Action (NTCRA)
will be implemented to control the upgradient VOC
sources in the vicinity of the GE Auburn / Powerex site.

%

Remedial actions for the source area is not the focus of
. this decision document, although successful completion
(i.e., reduction of VOC input into the aquifer system from
the GE Auburn / Powerex site) of the expected source
area_work near the GE Auburn / Powerex site is
necessary to the full realization of the benefits of the
remedial alternatives evaluated in this proposed plan.

SITE BACKGROUND

Site Description

A

The Slte'::mnsrsts of the area within and around a
grou nq‘gg‘ater plume located in Cayuga County, New
YorkSGroundwater contaminated with volatile organic
compounds\'(VOCs) extends from the City of Aubum to

¢ Village of 1 Umon Springs, a distance of approximately

th
\:%-7 miles, and 1nch}'d€§§the townships of Aurelius, Flemmg,

and Springport. Cawé?x -County, which is located in the
west centra\lkpart of New“Q(on;k State, is an area referred to
as\;he Fl&ger Lakes Reglbn\A Site location map is

(‘ﬁr?)"vrdedias Figure 1. x.-\}«
R

G,

The areaiconsists of residential properties intermingled

2 \\ylth CXFCH.EIVC farmland and patches of woodlands.

b Three pubhc\water supply systems serve residences at the

wr_‘tbe»,;ljhe Vlll&%f Union Springs, on the east shore of
k \Qayuga\ Lake operates two water supply wells.

Groundwater'from these two wells is treated using an air
Y

stripper to remove VOCs. The Cayuga County Water and
WSewer Authority provides potable water to residents in

.@e Pinckney Road area, and the Town of Springport
provides potable water to residences further to the south.

*&*The City of Auburn provides water to the Cayuga County

Water and Sewer Authority which, in turn, provides a
portion of this water to the Town of Springport. The City
of Auburn draws water from Owasco Lake, which has not
been impacted by the Site. There are currently no
restrictions on the use of private wells for potable water
or agricultural use in the area.

Site History
Consider the following text for the Site History.

In 1988, routine testing of the Village of Union Springs’
municipal drinking water supply, conducted by the

NYSDOH, revealed low levels of cis-1,2-dichloroethene
(cis-1.2-DCE) and trichloroethene (TCE). In 1989,
routine testing of Union Springs Academy’s drinking
water supply, conducted by the NYSDOH, also revealed

--1 Comment [NYS2]: This is the same approach
used for GE plant site source in relation to the
Hudson River NPL site. This gives added strength
to the State’s ongoing enforcement order.

low levels of cis-1.2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) and
trichloroethene (TCE). In 2000, the NYSDEC conducted
a potential VOC source area investigation, which
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_ in¢luded residential water supplies. As a result of this Union Springs Academy [were found to_be contaminated

investigation, 18 residential wells were found'to be v’v’ithnvocﬂ Distribution of the contamination mdncatcd een
contaminated with VOCs. Distribution of the that the source(s) were located to the northeast, toward
contamination indicated that the source(s) were located to the City of Auburn, The Union Springs Academy well is
the northeast, toward the City of Auburn. In 2001, the no longer in service, and the water supply to the school
Village of Union Springs installed an air stripper on their and the impacted residences'is provided by the Village of
public water supply to remove the VOC contaminants. ) Union Springs.
The Union Springs Academy well is no longer in service, :
and the water supply to the school is now provided by the In December 2000 and July 2001, EPA conducted a
Village of Union Springs public water supply. response action that included additional groundwater
i sampling and the installation of point-of-entry treatment
In December 2000 and July 2001, EPA conducted a systems on impacted private wells. By April 2001, over
response action that included additional groundwater 300 re51dcnt1a1_ and private water supply wells were
sampling and the installation of point-of-entry treatment sampled m‘gé“%’“nnecuon with investigations conducted by
systems on private wells with contaminant levels above EPA \)Q(SDEC and NYSDOH. As a result of these
the Federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). By samph ‘*evems EPA determined that 51 residential
April 2001, over 300 residential and private water supply we]ls?*and three farm wells were contaminated with
wells were sampled in connection with the investigation ‘*«V@Cs prlmanl)"q&?chloroethene (TCE), cis-1,2-DCE,
by EPA, NYSDEC, NYSDOH, and CCHD. As a result @imd vinyl chlonde (%C) in concentrations above the
{ these sampling events, EPA determined that 5 Federal Maximum Confaminant Levels (MCLs). During
residential wells and three farm wells were contaminated Kﬂ‘me fall ofa 2001, the é?wga County Water and_Sewer
with VOCs, primarily TCE, cis-1.2-DCE, and vinyl é‘;;thontyxu&mdertook an cxpansnon of the public water
chloride (VC), in concentrations above the Federal, supply{;i‘that _provides wa?é%ff:» to residences. h‘hese
MCLs. Other residences were found with VO% o, residences had point-of-entry treatment systems installed

contaminants but at levels less than the Federal MGLS® g \i prev1ously and have been connected to the public water
supply EPA continues to maintain treatment systems on
During the fall of 2001, the Cayuga County Water & ":,:' four impacted wells: three dual-use
Sewer Authority installed public waf‘érxlmeqnto reach ::\ s 39ultural/resxdenual) wells, and one residential well]
almost all homes in the ¢ affected%f’é‘a w1thlﬁ\th§ Town of'l‘%‘ . %»}3} %
Aurelius._In 2006, the Towns 653 rm ort &:Blemin ‘*-M" From Janiary 2001 through the present, several
installed public water lines to the® remamder oﬁ.the % hydrological investigations and groundwater sampling
affected area in their Towns RemdenEEs lhaﬁha&i@mt- ﬁevents have been conducted by EPA, NYSDEC and

 of-entry treatment svstemsprevxouslv installe >d‘b y the\\ \N%SDOH United States Geological Survey (USGS), and

‘,"z

EPA have been gdnnecied {0 the»nubhc WaLSE, wpplv the' Cayuga County Department of Health (CCDOH).
1570 “'four EThese investigations involved the installation, hydraulic

EPA continuesg-maintain treatmcntvs« Stemse

impacted wells: thfee dual -use (agric 'tuml/resldenna and geophysical testing, and sampling of groundwater
wells, and one residénitial well. There atéia limited: monitoring wells and private residential wells. The
number of residences with:VOC contamittation levels® ~ results of these investigations indicated that the former

less that the Federal MCI\thatxhave point- of-gn_try Powerex facility, located north of West Genesee Street_in
treatment units that were ms[aIIed b) Layugﬁ *County the City of Aubum, is a primary source of the
with funding from New York StatesT! hese‘?ﬁ;‘ms are groundwater contamination.

maintained by the homeowner. Theréﬁare 150 a limited

number of residences with VOC contimination levels On September 13, 2001, EPA proposed inclusion of the
less that the Federal MCLs that have no treatment. Site on the National Priorities List (NPL) and on

September 5, 2002, EPA placed the Site on the NPL.

In 1995, routine testing of the Village of Union Springs’ Site Hydrogeology and Conceptual Model
municipal drinking water supply, conducted by New

York State Department of Health (NYSDOH), revealed Groundwater investigations at the Site have documented
Llow levels |of cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE)_and the presence of four hydrogeologic units consisting of the
other VOCs. In 1999, the NYSDEC conducted a overburden, shallow bedrock (identified as units S1
potential VOC source area investigation, which included through S3), intermediate bedrock (identified as units 11
residential and private water supply wells. Asaresultof . andI2), and deep bedrock (identified as.units D1 through
this investigation, 18 residential wells and the well at the D6). The conceptual model regarding groundwater

1

|

Comment [NYS4]: If below standards, say so. If
above standards, recommend leaving it as is.

Comment [NYS5): Additional information
should be provided here regarding the POET sy
that were installed by the county/ state.

Comment [NYS3]: Recoramend expandinga’
little bit on this; indicate whether the values were
above or below drinking water standard.
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contamination at the Site indicates that contaminants -
entered the overburden at the Powerex facility, moved
downward from the shallow zone, through the
intermediate zone via vertical fractures or karst features
and into the deep zone, and then moved laterally off the
facility and downgradient via groundwater flow,
primarily in the D3 unit. This unit is approximately 15 to
20 feet thick and is highly transmissive due to the
development of karst solutions features.

overburden hydrogeologic. unit . consists of
glaciolacustrine deposits of clay, silt, fine sand, and
glacial till. Where present, groundwater in the overburden
flows towards local surface water bodies or provides
recharge to underlying bedrock units. The shallow
bedrock hydrogeologic units are composed of the Upper
Onondaga/Marcellus  Formation (S1), the Middle
Onondaga (S2), and the Lower Onondaga (S3). The
Marcellus is present in the southern area of the Site and is

typically 50 feet thick. The nominal thickness of the&:

A

Onondaga formation at the Site is 75 feet. Data
collected in the shallow bedrock shows that groundwater
flow is, generally, northward from Pinckney Road;toward
Crane Brook and the Owasco Outlet where thazshallow
groundwater system discharges. The shallow Zones cans

become de-watered locally, suggesting that %gftlcal\

fracturing extends through the underlylng 1ntemed?ate

zone, allowing water to drain 1nto“a"t‘hz§ideep zone. Near\
Overbrook Drive and Pmckney.%Road “thelwater leveldi,

from open hole residential wé‘l\lps suggestﬁ%‘m&a&t‘ vertical %
fractures extend through the sTlallow and mtermedlate

zones. e \\{@

The intermediate? Jedr k zone consnsts of'the ‘M@_Fﬁ‘s‘
Formation, Wthh 3 typxcally d1v1ded*»1nto UppersManllus
{11) and Lower M e;ﬁhus {12). At tﬁ%ﬁ,\é}ge thexManilius
pften functions as an: aquxtard separatingithe shallowxand
deep aquifer units, unlessit.has been breached by vertical
fractures.  The nomﬁﬁﬁthlckness [ the Manlius
Sformation at the Site is 36 feots

The deep bedrock is divided mto&;lxw on@ﬁe Rondout
comprises the D1 unit. The Cobleskm\ .omprises the D2
unit. The Bertie formation is divided into three units: the
D3 zone, which encompasses the gypsiferous unit at the
top of the Forge Hollow Member, the D4 unit, which is

the middle of the Bertie Formation, and the DS unit at the
bottom of the Bertie Formation. The D6 unit is the

Camillus, Shale, which is the base unit in the
hydrostratigraphic system investigated in the RI. The

deep bedrock aquifer receives groundwater recharge
through fractures or karst features connecting the deep
and shallow bedrock units. As a result, water levels in
the deep bedrock can rise rapidly in response to
precipitation events. The rapid rise in hydraulic head in

i

the D3 zone can cause upward flow along vertical
fractures, faults, and/or dissolutions voids, resulting in
vertical mixing of the deep and intermediate zones. The
combined nominal thickness of the five deep bedrock
zones above the Camillus at the Site is about 200 feet.

RESULTS OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

The results of the Rl indicate that groundwater south of
Pinckney Road is contaminated in the deep bedrock units
(D1 through D6 zones) with chlorinated volatile organic
compound (CVOC) contamination, primarily cis-1,2-
DCE, TCE,%;\%S-],Z-DCE and VC. .

Groundiater
o
A ‘tofal of 23§ ,Enulnport groundwater monitoring wells
were installed’ by-EPA at the Site as part of the RI. In
‘«'f‘%addmon as part’® oﬁa({‘lle investigation of the Powerex
Qifaclllty, General EI‘thQC Inc. (GE) installed 32
“Paindividual screened monitoring wells in the area south of
Gegfsee Sﬁ%et GE has beensidentified as a potentially
respensnb&e:” party at théﬁSJte Comprehensive
goungwatm sampling events were conducted by EPA
using a]lqavallable EPA wells in July 2006, July 2007,
-and June- 2010 The June 2010 sampling event included
"%é‘rc)undwater sgmples from the GE wells. During the
cgggw& the RI»‘a total of 603 groundwater samples
Were collscted from the 23 EPA monitoring wells, a total
'!%?)f 82 samBles were collected from wells installed by GE,
%3 .and 12 samples were collected from residential wells.
WY Analytical results for these samples were compared to
*‘the EPA and NYSDOH promulgated health-based
protecnve MCLs, which are enforceable standards for
various drinking water contaminants.

Groundwater contamination exceeding applicable

drinking water standards has been shown to exist within

the Site, at highly elevated concentrations in'some areas.

{Deleted Maximum Contaminant Levels (

{ Deleted: )

CVOCs, primarily cis-1,2-DCE, TCE, trans-1,2-DCE

and VC, were identified as the site-related contaminants
of concern for the deep bedrock units (D1 through D6
zones). [Spcmﬁcally, cis-1,2-DCE was detected at levels
up to 89,200 micrograms per liter (pg/l) and vinyl
chloride at concentrations up to 5,500 pg/l

{The results of the RI indicate that the potential for
natural attenuation of chlorinated compounds varies

) ‘*{Deletgd:
{ Deleted:
{ Deleted:
f Deleted:
{ Deleted:

Manilius

Manilius

Manilius

Manilius

Manilius
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detections observed in private wells.

. ‘——{Comment [NYS6]: Include the range of

across the Site. ][Groundwater contamination occurs

primarily in deep zones of the bedrock aquifer system,
which have a greater ability to transmit water.
Groundwater contamination with VOCs extends from
wells on the former Powerex facility south to Pinckney
Road and then southwest to the Village of Union
Springs, a distance of approximately seven miles. h‘he

-1 Comment [NYS7]: Should elaborate more to

describe how effective MNA would be in each of the
three zone. Can’t select MNA only for Zone 3 if not
effective.

{ peleted: Camillius




-have dry intervals.

highest concentrations of VOCs~ were -consistently,
detected in monitoring wells located directly south of
West Genessee Strect and the former Powerex facility: |

In the area between West Genesee Street and Pinckney
Road,-VOC contamination occurs in a relatively narrow
area. The contaminant distribution observed in these
wells is consistent with groundwater flow to the
southwest in the deep bedrock. _ Historically,
groundwater samples collected from monitéring wells
near the former Powerex facility consistently had high
VOC concentrations.  Further south of the former
Powerex facility, along Pinckney Road, the VOC plume
appears to widen, extending to the east and west along
Pinckney Road and Overbrook Drive. In the Pinckney
Road area, faulting has caused extensive fracturing of
the bedrock. The extensive fracturing provides a
pathway for groundwater to flow between the shallow
and deep bedrock zones.

South of Pinckney Road, groundwater flow in the deep
bedrock is toward the southwest toward Cayuga Lake
which is the low point in the regional groundvs@ter flow
system. VOCs detected in wells in this area occugrg:,}t\he
deep bedrock units. The overall distribution of VQCS~ m
the southern area is consistent with groundwater fIg i

the southwest. [VOC sample results, from groundwater

discharge areas (springs) indicates that groundwater‘.

contamination with VOCs extends to the Vrllage of
Union Sprmgs] R

Very little: contammanon was ldentlf ed«g}myshallow

lal,
groundwater outsid, w\f;gnner Powere}k‘»famh \The

transmissive thanithe D3 unit, and\\ wells sct’,nhshallow
units south of theksformer Powerex*»,faclllty frequently

x}%\ \“\“‘Q»

Surface Water, Soils, and:Sédiments

The RI mcluded sampling of surface{vate {rom Owasco
Outlet, Crane Brook, and Umo‘ﬁxSprmE Sediment
samples were collected from springs,” seeps and streams
in the Village of Union Springs. Concentrations of cis-

.1,2-DCE were detected at concentrations exceeding its

site-specific surface water screening criterion in a spring
and associated stream in the Village of Union Springs.
VOCs detected in the surface water samples were similar
to the VOCs that exceeded site-specific screening
criteria in groundwater samples. The VOCs observed in
the springs and stream in Village of Union Springs
suggest discharge of contaminated groundwater to the
surface water bodies. No VOCs were detected in the
surface water samples collected from Crane Brook and
Owasco Outlet at the northern end of the Site.

% The Summa canisters

R A A U A e
s

Yapor Intrusion

EPA investigated the soil vapor intrusion pathway at the B

Site. VOC vapors released from contaminated
groundwater and/or soil have the potential to move
through the soil and seep through cracks in basements,
foundations, sewer lines, and other openings_and affect
the indoor air quality of overlying buildings.

EPA conducted vapor intrusion sampling at 54 residences’
and one school at the Site. EPA drilled through the the _
basement, flodts and installed ports in order to sample the
soil vapor:{Aif)under these residences. Sampling devices
called Stimma canisters were attached to these ports to
collegﬂﬁlﬁg\bm below building slabs at a slow flow rate

0v§ﬁ 4’24 hour«»pe{lod Summa canisters were also used _

‘%ﬂo ‘collect outdobﬁarr samples to determine if there were

7any outdoor somcgﬁ{hat may 1mpact indoor air_guality.
“%Vere then collected and sent to a

kboratory for malyses&\'
W s

Ihe{%ksults of the analyses indicated that no residences

had\co Sncentrations of VOCs at or above EPA Reglon 2
)

screeningileyvels in sub-slab and indoor air.

B

‘xSource Investigation

G, W

on ehydrostrangraphlc data, groundwater flow

x \Bgsed
data contammant distribution data collected during the __..

RI and previous investigations, the former Powerex
~fac111ty is a primary source of the VOC contamination

\ observed in groundwater at the Site. No other sources of

shallow and mtequedrate be&ock umtsx\ppear Iess:\\\VOCs were identified during the RI.

The former Powerex facility consists of 55.4 acres of land
located on West Genesee Street on the boundary of the
Town of Aurelius and the City of Auburn in Cayuga
County, New York. GE purchased the property in 1951
and constructed a manufacturing plant where electric
components, including radar equipment, printed circuit
boards, and high-voltage semi-conductors were
manufactured. The property was acquired by Powerex in
January 1986. Powerex continued to manufacture high
voltage semi-conductors until May 1990, when the plant
was closed. No manufacturing operations are currently
conducted at the Site.

On March 31, 1993, NYSDEC and GE entered into an
Order on Consent to perform an RUFS for the former
Powerex facility. The RI/FS is currently in progress.
Three Interim Remedial Measures (IRMs) have also been
performed under the Order on Consent. The first IRM,
conducted in February 1994, included the excavation and
removal of two laboratory waste solvent tanks and their

.- { Comment [NYS8]: Reference figure . J

- _——‘[ Deleted: sub-slabs in ]
{ Deleted: s )

- -‘[ Deleted: placed outside several residences ]

- ‘{ Comment [NYS9]: Inctude that the municipal ]

wells are contaminated here.
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contents. The second IRM involved the installation of
additional fencing and gates to restrict access at the Site.
This work was completed in December 1994. The third
IRM focused on addressing surface water and
groundwater in the shallow bedrock source areas,
including pre-design investigation activities and a pilot
test for the use of dual-phase extraction technology.
Pursuant to an Interim Action ROD issued by NYSDEC
in March 1996 and an Amended Order on Consent
executed ~on May 12, 1997, GE. constructed the
groundwater extraction and treatment system Operatxon
of that system commenced on May 15, 2001. h‘he system

consists of 12 extraction wells in and near the source
areas and one off-site extraction well. |

RISK SUMMARY

As part of the RI, EPA conducted a baseline risk
assessment to estimate the current and future effects of

contaminants on human health and the environment. A\x.\

«nnpacted by

ﬁ?}fg\e

supply. The chemicals of concern for the Site are cis-1,2-
DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, TCE, and VC for groundwater
pathways.

The baseline risk assessment evaluated health effects that
could result from exposure to contaminated media though
use of groundwater for potable purposes, including
inhalation of vapors in the bathroom after showering,
direct exposure to groundwater in an excavation trench,
wading in Site waterways, and inhalation of vapors from
surface soils. Based on the current zoning and
anticipated future use, the risk assessment focused on a
variety of pg{%ble receptors, including current and future

recreatlonal‘;}psers future residents, future commercial _..-

workers%and future construction workers. However,
comlsten\f”wdtll the anticipated future use of the Site, the
receptors mosty:likely to be in contact with media

\s\lte -related  contamination  [e.g.,
groundwater] werespnmanly considered when weighing
possible remedies for'the .Site._Current residents were tiot

baseline risk assessment is an analysis of the potential \\\:bndUded because miti w:}’t;‘n as been offered (in the form

adverse human health and ecological effects of releases
of hazardous substances from a site in the absen&e ef any
actions or controls to mitigate such release&‘{'under

sediment uses. The baseline risk assessment inclides a

Otueither.df&itment or publ \water supply) to residents
whose-dr mkmg water wells ares comammatcd

kT

current and future land, groundwater, surface wa\te& and%z\\\ﬁotenl :ﬁreceplors include the future residents, future

Human-Health Risk Assessment QHHRA) and\"*an

ecological risk assessment. %\m

The cancer risk and non- cancerxhgalth hazardigstimates in*
the HHRA are based on curreﬁ%ifeasonabkmaxnmum K

i,
exposure scenarios and were developed by takmg into
account various heg[ Protective estlmategbabdu
frequency and dux?étlﬂ?’f;ﬁ'kof&aﬂ%&mdmduali%‘exposure t(;"\\_%
chemicals selecg;ed as chemxcalsxkf potenn%concem%
(COPCs), as w"c'll?’as the toxicity of“the conta\gxgxants
Cancer risks and nonzcancer health hazard mdexes-,(l:lls)
are summarized belowxPlease see the textxbox on pa?é 6
for an explanation of these! terms. k

oy

The Site is currently a regidintia ‘*%r%ighborhood
intermingled with extensive farmland *and parcels of
woodlands. Future land use is expeg’ed to remain the
same. In the surrounding area, private and public supply
wells meet domestic and agricultural water supply needs
and septic systems are used for sanitary disposal. In
2001, the Aubum public water supply system was
extended to the Towns of Aurelius, Fleming, = and
Springport. .

The baseline risk assessment began by selecting COPCs
in the various media that would be representative of Site
risks. The media evaluated as part of the HHRA included
groundwater, surface water and sediment. Groundwater
at the Site is designated by NYSDEC as a potable water

iy

R

X\%ssessmem{)r the Site in the information repository.
33

commcrmal‘wo\rkers and future construction workers. A
e

complete dls&xs%on of the exposure pathways and
estifiates,of nsk»,gan be found in the Human Health Risk

% A screening-level ecological risk assessment (SLERA)

bxvas conducted to evaluate the potential for ecological
wei‘f’ects from exposure to surface water and sediment.
were

Surface water and sediment concentrations
compared to ecological screening values as an indicator
of the potential for adverse effects to ecological
receptors. A complete summary of the methodology
utilized can be found in the Screening Level Ecological
Risk Assessment for the Site in the information
repository.

The results of the RI indicated that sediments were not
contaminated with site-related contaminants. Therefore,
no risks were calculated for exposure to Site sediments.
Exposure to surface waters did not pose an unacceptable
cancer risk or non-cancer hazard.

A vapor intrusion screening evaluation indicated that
there was a potential for VOCs in groundwater to migrate
into buildings in the areas along and south of West
Genessee Street, in the vicinity of Pinckney Road, and at
potential groundwater discharge areas in Union Springs.
In 2009, EPA conducted an investigation of vapor
intrusion into structures within the area by collecting
subslab and indoor air data. EPA evaluated the vapor

—‘[ Comment [NYS10]: Include some discussion of

the performance of the system (IRMS) here as well.

)

e { Deleted: These
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WHAT IS RISK AND HOW IS IT CALCULATED?

Human Health Risk Assessment: A Superfund baseline human. health
risk assessment is an analysis of the potential adverse health effects
caused by hazardous substance releases from a site in the absence of
any actions to control or mitigate these under current- and future-land
uses. A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human

health risks for reasonable maximum exposure scenarios,

Hazard Identification: ln thls step, the chemicais of potential concem
(COPCs) at the site in various media (i.e., soil, groundwater, surface
water, and air) are identified based on such factors as toxicity, frequency
of occurrence, .and fate -and transport of the contaminants ‘in the
environment, concentrations - of the  contaminants m specific - media,
mobility, persistence, and bioaccumulation.

Exposure Assessment: In this step, the different exposure pathways
through which people might be ‘exposed to the contaminants in air, water,
soil, etc. identified in the previous step are evaluated. Examples of
exposure pathways include incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with
contaminated soil and ingestion of and dermal contact with contaminated
groundwater. Factors relating to the exposure assessment include, but
are not limited to, the concentrations in specific media. that people might
be exposed to and the frequency and duration of that exposure.” Using
these factors, a ‘reasonable maximum exposure™ scenario, which portrays
the highest level of human exposure that could reasonably be expected to
oceur, is calculated

Toxu:/ty Assessment. In this step, the types of adverse health effects
associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship between
magnitude of exposure and severity of adverse effects are determined.
Potential health effects are chemical-specific and may include the risk of
developing cancer over a lifetime or other non-cancer health hazards,
such as changes in the normal functions of organs within the bady (e.g.,
changes in the effectiveness of the immune system). Some chemicals
are capable of causing both cancer and non-cancer h_éalth hazards.

Risk Characterization: This step summarizes and combines outputs of the

exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative assessment %\\

\‘g‘

\*’{\\%\present at thg’ Site. The SLERA focused on impacts of

of site risks for all COPCs. Exposures are evaluated based on the
potential risk of developing cancer and the potential for non-cancer health
hazards. The likelihood of an individual developing: cancer is expressed
as a probability. For _example, -a - 10~ cancer risk means a
“one-in-ten-thousand excess cancer risk”; or one additional cancer may
be seen in a population of 10,000 peopie as a result of exposure to site
contaminants under the conditions identified in the Exposure Assessment.

\\,
Current Superfund regulations for exposures identify the range for %\“‘qb
R primary risk scenarios for aquatic organisms

E

determining whether remedlal actlon is necessary as an indlvidual excess
lifetime cancer risk of 10 to 10, corresponding to a one-in-ten-thousand
to a one-in-a-million excess cancer risk. For non-cancer health effects, a
“hazard index” (HI) is calculated. The key concept for a non-cancer Hi is
that a "threshold™ (measured as an HI of less than or equal to 1) exists
below which non-cancer health hazards are not expected to occur. The
goal of protection is 10° for cancer risk and an Hl of 1 for a non-cancer
health hazard. Chemicals that exceed a 10" cancer risk or an HI of 1 are
typically those that will require remedial action at the site and are referred
to as Chemicals of Concern or COCs in the final remedial decision or
Record of Decision.

intrusion data collected in 2009 and determined that there
was no unacceptable risk from vapor intrusion into homes
that were tested. EPA determined that additional vapor
intrusion investigations were not necessary as there was
no risk in the homes that were tested.

Human Health Risk Assessment

EPA’s statistical analysis of groundWater sampling data
found that the average concentration of cis-1,2-DCE,

PRAR. 3 v BT
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trans-1,2-DCE, TCE, and VC in the groundwater were
1,459 pg/l, 26 ug, 11 pg/l, and 71 pg/l, respectively. All
are in excess of EPA’s Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs of
70 pg/l, 70 ug, 5 pg/l, and 2 ug/l, respectively. These
concentrations also exceed the NYSDOH .MCLs, which
are 5 pg/l for cis-1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, and TCE, and
2 pg/l for VC. These concentrations are associated with
an excess lifetime cancer risk of 2 x 10* for the future
site worker, 5 x 10™ for the future adult resident, and 4 x
102 for the future child resident. The calculated non-
carcinogenic hazard quotients (HQs) are: future site
worker HQ=7, future adult resident HQ=21, and future
child resident $Q=51

These c?hq?? risks and non-cancer health hazards indicate

that, “m\é’r%'ds significant potential risk to potentially

exposed }B‘%ﬁulatlons from direct exposure to
oundwater. “‘-Foy these receptors, exposure to

groundwater results m either an excess lifetime cancer

s
%«&. risk that exceeds EPA‘?sxtarget risk range of 10 and 107

Sor an HI ab\ove the acceptable level of 1, or both. The

g‘b\emlcal«ﬁ 10 groundwatea_{\%that contrlbute most

s1g11{£ican§ly to the cancer riskiand non-cancer hazard is
VO

. o,
wEcological:Risk Assessment
- '\'\

\§LERA “ifocused on identifying  potential
.}.\\'\..

\enwronmental risks associated with aquatic environments
. contaminants in surface water and sediment from three
vg@ter bodies: Owasco Outlet, Crane Brook, and ponds
\and streams in Union Springs.

considered were from direct contact with, and ingestion
of, contaminated surface water, sediment, and/or
sediment pore water. A comparison of maximum
concentrations of contaminants detected in site surface
water and sediment to conservatively derived published
ecological screening levels (ESLs) indicate no risks to
ecological receptors. Thus, no COPCs were identified in
surface water or sediment. Consequently, the potential
risk for ecological receptors was considered insignificant.

Based on the results of the SLERA, concentrations of
contaminants detected in surface water and sediment at
the Site are unlikely to pose any unacceptable risks to
aquatic or terrestrial ecological receptors at the Site.

Summary of Human Health and Ecological Risks

The results of the HHRA indicate that the contaminated
groundwater presents an unacceptable exposure risk.
The SLERA indicated that the Site does not pose any



unacceptable risks to aquatic or terrestrial ecological
receptors.

Based upon the results of the RI and the risk assessment,
EPA has determined that actual or threatened releases of
hazardous substances from the Site, if not addressed by
the preferred remedy or one of the other active measures
considered, may present a current or potential threat to
human health and the environment. It is the EPA’s
current judgment that the Preferred Alternative identified
in the Proposed Plan is necessary to protect public health
or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened
releases of hazardous substances into the environment.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES
Remedial action objéctives (RAOs) are specific goals to

protect human health and the environment. ~ These
objectives are based on available .information and

standards, such as applicable or relevant and appropnate:;\%,,

requirements (ARARs), to-be-considered guidance, and
site-specific risk-based levels.

The following RAOs for contaminated groundwater will
address the human health risks and envitonmintal
concerns:

e Protect human health from exposure \(wa
ingestion and dermal

“rw\\

e
k-
¢ Restore the 1mpacted aqurfer;,to beneficial:use as

SO IR
a source ”m‘"kmg water ""%b);g‘w‘ by

contammantdevels (63 tl?é*federal%nd‘State MCTS
and thef:"'State s r lpated b roundwater

standards® 'and, \%‘

¢ Reduce or elinifiate the potential ufor mi gratronv “of
contaminants towards the Vrllagg‘ of Union
Springs publlc wate?‘supply wells %g

SEY

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL AL RE’RN.AT]VES
L

CERCLA §121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1), mandates
that remedial actions must be protective of human health
and the -environment, cost-effective, comply with
ARARS, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies and resource recovery alternatives
" to the maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1)
also establishes a preference for remedial actions which
employ, as a principal element, treatment to permanently
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility
of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants
at a site. CERCLA §121(d), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further
specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or

g

\water needsl\ This action will provide the physical _..--

contg“ct)\gto VOCs\v‘r’n\
ations. m\\excess of;

standard of control of the hazardous substances,
pollutants, and contaminants, which at least attains
ARARs under federal and state laws, unless a waiver can
bé justified pursuant to CERCLA §121(d)(4), 42°U.S.C.
§9621(d)(4).

Detailed descriptions of the remedial alternatives- for
addressing the contamination associated with the Site can
be found in the FS report. The FS report presents four
groundwater  alternatives, including a no action
alternative.

The constr(gg"tr.on time for each alternative reflects only

the trmexrt:\gulred to construct or implement the remedy

and does‘i‘not include the time required to design the
e

reme‘g‘yk;,»negoxt&_@te the performance of the remedy with

any%’potentnally*«responsrble parties, -or procure contracts

Sor design and construction.

&\}\C El \\
% Common Elements ™

“’All of thg:alft\ematrves wrth«t}‘r‘egae\xceptron of the no action
alternatrve}mclude common E‘omponents IAltematrves 2
through 4 require the connection of impacted residences
to the public water supply system for their future potable
*Connection frorggthe house to the water main. Currently,

EPA maintains a pomt-of entry treatment system at one
%{esrdence h‘hese alternatives also require the treatment of
\extracted groundwater at impacted agricultural or dairy
» farms through air stripping or carbon. Existing systems
Will be maintained, as necessary. Currently, EPA

of‘these alternatives requires the long-term monitoring of

g&nﬂfarmams treatments systems at three dairy farms. Each

*a¥the groundwater, long-term monitoring of surface wahter
or .-

in Union Springs and [mstltutronal controls
groundwater use restrictions. ﬁFPA should also include

Comment [NYS11]: If public water supply is not
available then treatment needs to be available as
well. How will this be enforced?

\

Comment [NYS12]: Additional POET systems
were installed by the county/ state due to the
difference between the state and federal MCL for
¢is-DCE. The maintenance of these systems needs to
be included in the final remedy.

{

Comment [NYS13]: Explain what institutional
controls are envisioned somewhere in this document.

that any new water users in the area impacted by th.
plume will also be connected to the public water supply,

or provided treatment, as part of the proposed remedy ]|

Remediation Areas

Based on the level of impacts to the groundwater, the Site
has been divided into three areas for remediation
purposes (refer to Figure 2).

[Area 1 consists of the impacted areas south of the former
Powerex facility and extends approximately 700 to 500
feet south of West Genesee Street. In Area 1, the
maximum detected concentration of cis-1,2-DCE is
89,200 pg/l.

Area 2 consists of the impacted areas south-southwest of
Area 1, which extends approximately south of Pinckney

Comment [NYS14]: Some additional sampling

_maybe be necessary to ensure that the extent of the

plume has been defined.




Road to the southwest and to the Town of Aurelius to the
south. In Area 2, concentrations of cis-1,2-DCE m
residential wells were generally less thar 500 pg/l. The
highest concentrations of contaminants detected in Area 2
groundwater are approximately 100 times less than the
highest groundwater concentrations detected in Area 1.

Area 3 consists of the impacted areas south of Area 2

extending to Union Springs. . Historical concentrations of .

cis-1,2-DCE in residential wells were generally less than
500 pg/h .|

The screening process conducted as part of the FS
evaluated a wide range of technologies to remediate the
contaminated groundwater at the Site.  This process
determined that, in addition to no further action for each
of the three areas, ground water pump and treat and
enhanced in-situ bioremediation would be evaluated to

remediate Area 1, enhanced in-situ bioremediation and @pml Cost
monitored natural attenuation would be evaluated to \Annual-O&M Costs:

address Area 2, and monitored natural attenuation would
be evaluated to address Area 3.

CEIRRRREE MRl

treatment plant with a capacity of approximately 400
gallons per minute (gpm) would be constructed within or
near the Site to achieve the mass removal objectives.
Extracted groundwater with VOC contamination would
be treated by air stripping. IAlr stripper effluent
treated with a thermal oxidizer system prior to being
discharged into the atmosphere, if necessary. Due to the
variation in hydraulic and hydrogeologic properties, as
well as’the contaminant concentrations, during the
remedial design, pilot studies and performance tests will

be .conducted to determine the number and location of _.

extraction wells required to ensure that a minimal number

. of wells argiinstalled and the required mass removal is

achieved, %Purlng the remedial design, a determination

ent may be .-

[

Comment [NYS16]: Include that this would be -
done in accordance with NYSDEC and/or EPA
regulations.

Comment [NYS15]: Maximum concentrations
of TCE and VC should also be included here.

)

will alg% e made either to discharge treated extracted
grouﬁ‘d\j?atu xto surface water or to reinject to
groundwater\f'i’*
5 2
"7 77$20.05 Million|
‘ $2.81 Million
Lresent-Worth Cost: $53.8 Million
24 months

ConstructioniTime:.
A

. e
\\sAlte:;g't}f‘ge 3: Enhanced In-Situ Biological and
“wBAbiotic Rémediation

ced .in-siti™ biological and abiotic remediation
“vaolves‘*th\\m_]ectlon of an electron donor, nutrients,
\g\idechlormatmg microorganisms (i.c., bioaugmentation),
Xg‘.nd/or other chemicals into the groundwater at the
is-aliemnatye: \,\mpacted depths using an extraction-reinjection well
not include momtonng\or&ms fitutional controls Becaus % network. Once delivered, these chemicals promote
this alternative hy.vould result ln*“contammaq»t@remalnlng*:zi‘%:}&r‘é'ducnve dechlorination, a process used to describe the
above levels that\gllow for unrestrlctcd Juse andiinlimited % degradation of CVOCs.

Alternative 1: No Action

f'

o

The NCP requires that a “Nog “ACth ‘«-altematwe“be\
SRR Ry

developed as a baseline for cgmparmg other remedxal

alternatives. Under this altcmatlve there woqu be no
HEE

remedial actions conducted at the.jSlte to.”‘c}mtrol or

iy
remove groundwater contammanls T}us\a!‘tem Veadoes

exposure, CERCLA} requnres that the’Si Slte be ré‘vnéwed at
oy S Gy
least once every ﬁvcxyears If Justlﬁed‘by the rengw

additional response actnonsmlay be lmnlc;?r ited

G ey

%, o

Capital Cost: S, % ? 30
Annual Operations & Mamtenanceq q A?&b
Costs: W $0
Present-Worth Cost: $0
Construction Time: Not Applicable

Alternative 2: Groundwater Pump and Treat

This remedial alternative consists of the extraction of
groundwater via pumping wells and treatment prior to
disposal. Groundwater is pumped to remove contaminant
mass from areas of the aquifer with elevated
concentrations of contaminants. For this conceptual
design, it is estimated that groundwater extraction wells
would be installed in the unit D3 of the aquifer. A

There are several different in-situ treatment process
options that are potentially applicable under this
alternative, including Enhanced Anaerobic
Bioremediation (EAB) and Biogeochemical
Transformation. EAB is the process of adding a carbon
source as an electron donor, which would promote the
biological reductive dechlorination -of CVOCs by
microorganisms in the subsurface. Lactate, emulsified
vegetable oil (EVO), and whey are examples of carbon
sources used to promote the biodegradation of
chlorinated =~ solvents by  naturally  occurring
microorganisms called, Dehalococcoides. [EPA should
also_describe which portions of the plume {Area 1. Area
2, and/or Area 3) would be.targeted for treatment under

this alternative, and which will rely on MNA processes to
meet the RAQs. Explain why area 3 is excluded. ]

Comment [NYS17]: The cost table below
indicates that this alternative applies to Area | only.
‘This should ‘be noted in the text with an explanation

as to why only Area 1 is covered by this Alternative?



Biogeochemical transformation degrades chlorinated
solvents though a combination of biological and abiotic
(i.e., not dependent on microorganisms) processes. This
process involves the addition of a carbon source (such as
lactate, EVO, or others) along with sources of iron and/or
sulfate to promote both biotic and abiotic reductive
dechlorination processes.

The FS evaluated each of these four process options.
Further evaluation during the remedial design would be
required to determine the specific process option or
combination of process options if chosen to be
implemented. Pilot studies would be required to assess
treatment effectiveness. During the remedial design,
further evaluation would be conducted to determine the
effective number and location of the injection well
network in delivering the agents into the subsurface. It is

Construction Time (excludmg il tstudy) 24}*inonths

d‘ﬂ%‘:::
The cost mfonnanonﬁmprovxded above ‘:i \for the
biogeochemical transfonnatlon‘process&optlon Detalle

the FS.

Alternative 4: Mohijtored Natural Attenuatlon
(MNA) K %\ b

3 e
This remedial alternative religsy.on mot}ito'red natural
attenuation to address the grouns wgter,&‘;contannnanon
Natural attenuation is the process bywhxch contaminant
concentrations are reduced by various naturally occurring
physical, chemical, and biological processes. The main
processes include biodegradation, dispersion, dilution,

sorption, volatization, and chemical or biological
stabilization,  transformation, or  destruction of
. contaminants. These processes occur naturally, in situ,

and act to decrease the mass or concentration of
contaminants in the subsurface. Only non-augmented
natural processes are relied upon under this alternative.
Augmentation through addition of electron acceptors or
nutrients is considered an in situ technology.

cost 1nfomatnonﬁfo?g‘éﬁgﬂxproc%sS\optlc;\ls«mcluded m\
- . e

N

lArea 2

Capital Cost: $246,000
Annual O&M Costs: $134,000
Present-Worth Cost: $1.91 Million
Construction Time: 2 months
Area 3

Capital Cost:  $772,000
Annual O&M Costs: $275,000

$4.18 Million
2months -

Present-Worth Cost:
Construction Time:

4EVALUA'I,;§£)N OF ALTERNATIVES

Durmgith Edetalled evaluation of remedial alternatives,
ea%}:»‘égaltematwe is assessed against nine evaluation
cmena, namely:;overall protection of human health and

anticipated that repeated injections may be necessary. x\g]e env1ronment, complxance with ARARs, long-term
&“ﬁ'ﬁeffectweness and\permanence reduction of toxicity,
Area 1 \«& mobility, or volumes. through treatment, short-term
“Capital Cost: $16.29 Million &q\\\%effectlveness 1mp|ementab‘l'ty, cost, and state and
Annual O&M Costs: $163,300 mmumty&a?:ceptance R
Present-Worth Costs: $18. 32&\411&10n \N
Construction Titme (excluding pilot study):24 mopthSs
\\'\ Refer tGitlig table on the next page for a description of the
Area2 k ' x,\ ‘xevaluatlon cmena
Capital Cost: $ 10.4Millior% ; ) : «Lx;\\
Annual O&M Costs: %«‘%‘%@&163,300 T%s}imtlon of~the Proposed Plan profiles the relative
Present-Worth Costs: ,\{&;\ $‘*l’2‘:QNMilIion S %‘erf rAnGE: Qf each alternative against the nine criteria,

Toting how “each compares to the other options under
.consideration. A detailed analysis of alternatives can be

Overall _Protection__of Human__Health _and
Enwronment

the

Each of the alternatives evaluated for Areas 1, 2, and 3,
except Alternative 1: No Action, would provide
protection of human health and the "environment.
Alternatives 2 and 3 are active remedies that address
groundwater contamination.  Alternative 4 relies on
certain natural processes to achieve the cleanup levels.
Alternatives 2 and 3 in Area 1, Alternatives 3 and 4 in
Area 2, and Alternative 4 in Area 3 would restore
groundwater quality over the long term.

Protectiveness under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 requires a
combination of reducing contaminant concentrations in
groundwater and limiting exposure to residual
contaminants through the implementation_institutional
controls. institutional controls would protect human
health by restricting the use of, and access to,

contaminated groundwater. ]Altemauves 2,3, and 4 also _

require the control of contaminant migration from the
Powerex facility.

--1 Comment [NYS18]: Explain why Area | is
excluded?

:

.--1 Comment [NYS19]: Is providing treatment or
public water considered an institutional control?
Otherwise engineering controls should be added
here. .

|
|




Protectiveness under Alternative 2 is achieved through
reducing contaminant-concentrations via extraction and
treatment of groundwater. Protectiveness  under
Alternative 3 is achieved through reducing contaminant
concentrations in-situ via the injection of materials to
facilitate the degradation of contaminants, and
protectiveness under Alternative 4 is achieved through
reducmg contaminants concentrations -via naturally
occurring processes.

The long-term monitoring program for groundwater
would monitor the migration and fate of the contaminants
and ensure that human health is protected. Combined
with long-term monitoring and institutional controls,
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would meet the RAOs.
Alternative 1 would not meet the RAOs.

Because Alternative 1: No Action is not protective of

human health ‘and environment, it was eliminated from#%::

consideration under the remaining evaluation criteria.

'x,
Compliance with __Applicable relevant:»:«and

Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

MR LR St R

contaminated groundwater, if designed .and constructed -
" properly. As discussed previously, the former Powerex

facility is a primary source .of groundwater
contamination. The design of an extraction system to
remediate the groundwater contamination in the D3 unit
would need to ensure that the potential for increased
drawdown of contamination to the deeper bedrock
intervals from the source areas is addressed. Enhanced '
in-situ  biological and abiotic remediation under
Alternative 3 has been demonstrated to be effective and
reliable at numerous sites for groundwater treatment for
CVOCs in contaminated areas. At the Powerex facility, a
bench scale 1lot study was conducted in 2011 that
demonstrafed “the potential effectiveness of the
blochemcal transformation technology. However,
groun gwate{\concentratlons may rebound if there is

ontinued m;\ tion of CVOCs from jSource areasil

A%tlve rcmedlatlon\may be required over the long-term to E

address contlnuea‘ngb‘gratlon of contaminants from source
areas into groundwaten Some limitations may be

encountered  with 181 injections,  including
mpleme‘t:ta jon issues due\zo delivery of injected

matcna!s&mto bedrock at depth,xand high levels of sulfate

in \t‘ﬁ»\é&fomatlon which could compete with microbial

“\ \Nrocesses‘that degrade CVOCs.
EPA and NYSDOH have promulgatcd health-based angnous bqgtcna capable of complete reductive

protectwe MCLs (40 CFR Part, ~141 ‘:&and 10 NYCR&,.
Chapter'1), which are enforceable\ Standards; for variou

6 YC}%? 01.18),
6N R:701.1
potab[»e*{;watcr \5%‘;')31

The aqunfer is classified as Class é\%”
St
meaning that it is deslgnatedsas a

I

e

dechlonnatlon\bf ﬁxe contaminants may be localized at or

ﬁ;‘mmedlatel downgradlent of the former Powerex
5 mmediaicly,

drinking water contaminants (ch%lcal-spemt}ﬁ;%éRARs) A

facility. Dlspersmn diffusion, and dilution appear to be

» the dominant natural attenuation mechanisms identified

%ﬂns Site
Because area groundwat%? ‘\Qassource of” ‘dnnkmg wat‘ér\\;%ﬁr each alternative, some residual risk above levels of

achieving MCESEiR the groundwater—.\ anye;"p\f)h%able or

relevant and app?bp*?;’]\atc standard. \s:\
i

In Area 1, pilot studles\would be \«undenaken ’*»for
a5 £

Alternative 3 to assess spegific remedlatloéﬁumeframcs
However, Altemnative 3 w1li§?1‘otcnt1ally reach ARARs
sooner than Alternatives 2 and¢'4\‘\¢§1mlla,"ﬂ?y$',V in Area 2,
Alternative 3 potentially reaches¥ARA

Alternative 4. In Area 3, chemwal-spemﬁc ARARs will
be attained through certain natural processes (dilution and
dispersion). Due to the uncertainty in the mass diffused
in the bedrock matrix, the remediation timeframes are
uncertain.

H,\

Each of the alternatives would comply with location- and
action-specific ARARs.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Groundwater extraction and treatment under Alternative

sooner than .

2 is considered an effective technology for treatment of

11

“w*concern would remain under contaminated groundwater

\

Comment [NYS20]: We already know that the
plant site is a source area which is why this remedy
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EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR SUPERFUND
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Overall Protectiveness of Human Health and the
Environment evaluates whether and how an alternative
eliminates, reduces, or controls threats to public health and
the environment through institutional controls; engineering
controls, or treatment.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs) evaluates whether the alternative
meets federal and state environmental statutes, regulations,
and other requirements that pertain to the site, or whether a
waiver is justified.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence considers the
ability of an alternative to maintain protection of human heaith
and the environment over time.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume (TMV) of
Contaminants  through Treatment evaluates an
alternative's use of treatment to reduce the harmful effects of
principal contaminants, their -ability to move in the
environment, and the amount of contamination present. E
Short-term Effectiveness considers the length of time
needed to implement an alternative and the risks the
alternative poses to workers, the community, and the
environment during implementation.

Implementability considers the technical and administrative
feasibility of implementing the alternative, including factors
such as the relative availability of goods and services.

Cost includes estimated capital and annual operations and e
maintenance costs, as well as present worth cost. Present 3*»,\ \%‘:relatcd "construcuon (e.g., well installation and trench
k\.

“:K\%m traffic.

worth cost is the total cost of an alternative over time in terms
of today's doliar value. Cost estimates are expected to be
accurate wnhm a range of +50 to -30 percent.

StateISuppon Agency Acceptance considers whether the
State agrees with the EPA's analyses and recommendations,
as described in the RI/FS and Proposed Plan.

Community Acceptance considers whether the local
community agrees with EPA’s analyses and preferred
alternative. Comments received on the Proposed Plan are
an important indicator of community acceptance.

o *..'\-;;,
since these alternatives rely upon mstxtunonal controls for
protection. Residual risk under Alternative 4 would
likely be reduced below levels of concern over a longer-
term remedial timeframe, as natural attenuation appears
to be limited.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through
Treatment

Alternatives 2 and 3 reduce the toxicity and volume of
contaminants at the Site through treatment of
contaminated groundwater.  Alternative 2 removes
contaminated groundwater and treats it via air stripping.

Alternative 3 uses biological and abiotic processes to
degrade contaminants in groundwater to less harmful
compounds. Alternative 4 relies on natural processes to
degrade contaminants and, hence, the reduction in
toxicity, mobility, and volume may vary with location. In
Area 1, Alternative 2 would be the most effective at
reducing the mobility of the groundwater contamination
by extracting the contaminated groundwater. In Area 2,

Alternative 3 would be most effective, if it can be _..-

implemented since Alternative 4 relies on dispersion and
dilution to reduce the toxicity and volume of
contaminants. During the EAB (under Alternative 3) and
monitored patural attenuation biological degradation
processes ﬁT‘CE and cis-1,2- DCE could be transformed
into themore toxic VC, under anaerobic conditions in the
sutgfurf\és‘\e‘;?prlor to degradation to the less toxic ethane.
Thls&transformatlon would need to be monitored and

«"ggmanaged to ppé%nt {xposure via drinking contaminated

@\%ﬁﬁwater

\\,“%Short-Term Effectlve,;f'ess"

.%%

Alteman‘%Z and 3 may haye short-term impacts to

remedlatxon workers, the public, and the environment
The short-term impacts due to

during ‘u\nlp‘lsementanon
%emanv&&are minimal as it does not involve active

remwgg‘lanor;%v"Alt\g\matlve 2 is expected to have higher
h rt-term 1mpact:§‘ compared to Alternative 3. Remedy-

IR
excavationyinder Alternative 2 would require disruptions
In addition, Alternative 2 has aboveground
{reatment components and infrastructure that may create

ta¥minor noise nuisance and inconvenience for local
%temdents during construction. Exposure of workers, the

surrounding community and the local environment to
contaminants during implementation of the three
alternatives is minimal. No difficulties are foreseen with
managing the required quantity of the injection material
needed in Alternative 3, as it is non-hazardous. Drilling
activities, including the installation of monitoring,
injection, and extraction wells for Alternatives 2 and 3
could produce contaminated liquids that present some
risk to remediation workers at the Site. The potential for
remediation workers to have direct contact with
contaminants in groundwater could also occur when
groundwater remediation systems are operating under
Alternative 2. Alternative 2 could increase the risks of
exposure, ingestion, and inhalation of contaminants by
workers and the community because contaminated
groundwater would be extracted to the surface for
treatment. However, measures would be implemented to
mitigate exposure risks through the use of personnel

protective equipment (PPE) and standard health and

safety practices. All three alternatives include monitoring
that would provide the data needed for proper

|
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management of the remedial processes and measures to
address any potential impacts to the community,
remediation workers, and the environment. Groundwater
monitoring and discharge of treated groundwater will
have minimal impact on workers responsible for periodic
sampling. The time frame to meet groundwater RAOs in
each of ‘the three Areas is difficult to predict, but is
expected to exceed 30 years.

Implementability

All technologies under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are well-
established technologies that ‘have commercially
available equipment and are implementable. However,
the implementation of Alternatives 2 and 3 may be
challenging due to the nature of the subsurface materials
and the depths of the contaminants. In Area 1,
Alternative 3 would be easier to implement than
Alternative 2 since it involves the installation of fewer
wells and a lesser amount of long-term operations
Alternative 4 is the easiest alternative to implement sinc
no active remediation would be performed under this
alternative.  Each of these three altematlxes',‘\would
require routine groundwater quality, performan {A‘

administrative monitoring, mcludmg five-year CERC

reviews. Alternatives 2 and 3 require periodic O&M<
the life of the treatment.

for

Cost

The estimated capltal cost, O&M"and | presen %v‘onh cost
are discussed in det&ll in thc FS~R$po %'i e, cost
estimates are based\‘pn\vthc«‘best avallable'xmformatlon

Alternative 1: Noz «A“ctxon has%ffé%éQSt because ;39 actlvme\\\\\\
are 1mplememed\§\The estlmated&capltal O&M and.

present worth cos\for each of the\alterﬁ;tl.w}es are
"x e \

presented below. The hlghest present wonhx\gvst
on’

alternative is Altcmatlvé‘z %\rea 1, at $53“8 milli

'

. ,\‘ %\ %\
Table I: Summary of Alternative ‘6??‘*::‘}

Area 1:

Alternative 2 $20.05 M $281M $53.8M
Area I:

Alternative 3 $16.29 M $163,300 $18.32 M
Area2: .

Alternative 3 $104M $163,300 $124M
Area 2:

Alternative 4 246,000 $134,000 | $1.91M
Area 3: ’

Alternative 4 $772,000 $275,000 $4.18M

State/Support Agency Acceptance

13
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\lnstltutlonal '»controls
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NYSDEC concurs with the preferred alternative.

Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the Preferred Alternative will
be evaluated after the public comment period ends and
will be described in the ROD for this Site. The ROD is
the document that formalizes the selection of the remedy
for asite.

PREFERRED REMEDY

Based updﬁ%\an evaluation of the remedial alternatives,
EPA, i “\gonsultatlon with NYSDEC, recommends
Alteriativeid:, Enhanced In-Situ Biological and Abiotic
Remedlano.‘\fogy Area 1, and Alternative 4: Monitored

atural Attem?étlon for Areas 2 and 3, as the Preferred

Iternative g\has th:\f\(”mogimg key components: the in-
iSitu ue%g%g,nt of contamm_gsed water to promote
rﬁdm‘h "k dechlorination of clilormated solvents in the D3
zone&p the Forge Hollow Unit in Area 1 and long-term
monito} «ng in conjunction with implementation of
Under this alternative, both
blologxcal and"ablotlc processes are enabled during the
@xfltu;gl%geochemxcal transformation process to promote

ductlve d‘echlormanon of chlorinated solvents. This
altematlve i%a flexible approach that could include a

ey
§

) “\combmatmn of one or more process options to produce

equwalent or better overall treatment -effectiveness.
Othcr potential process options include the addition of a
carbon source that enhances the biological reductive
dechlonnatlon of the contaminants by the
microorganisms in the subsurface. Carbon is delivered-
with lactate or other injectants, such as EVO or whey.
The amendments to be injected, injection dosages,
duration of injections, and frequency of supplemental

.injections will be determined during the remedial design.

The extraction and injection well network will be
designed with the placement of extraction wells at high
yield locations and the injection well locations would
likely be biased closer to flow paths. Figure 3 provides
the conceptual extraction and injection well locations.

Alternative 4 in Area 2 and Area 3 involves monitoring
naturally occurring, in-situ processes, to decrease the
mass or concentration of contaminants in groundwater.
Under this alternative, additional monitoring wells as
shown in Figures 4 and 5 would be installed and included
as part of the monitoring well network. The monitoring
program would consist of quarterly monitoring for
parameters such as VOCs, geochemical indicators and
hydrogeologic parameters . in the monitoring well

. '



network. Additional modeling to evaluate the attenuation source control or remediation) of the source area(s) at the

processes would be performed and institutional controls former Powerex facility is important to the full realization
would be implemented. . . of the benefits of the Preferred Alternative in this
‘ Proposed Plan.” In the event that source control is not
Impacted residences would be connected to the Village of successfully implemented pursuant to New York State
Union Springs or_Springport/Fleming Water District,_or law, EPA may elect to evaluate additional options at the ___.--
the Cavuga County Water and Sewer Authority for their former Powerex facility pursuant to CERCLA to ensure
future potable water needs.  Existing groundwater the effectiveness of the Preferred Alternative. .
treatment systems at three dairy farms |w11] be mamtamed, ’
as necessary, or connected to the public water supply Basis for the Remedy Preference
system. Any new water usets in the area impacted by the
plume will also be connected to the public water supply, While Alternative 2: Groundwater Pump and Treat and
ot provided treatment, as part of the proposed remedy. Alternative 3 \Enhanced In-Situ Biological and Abiotic
. Remedxaué‘r‘i\both use proven technologies to actively
The environmental benefits of the preferred remedy may treat ‘,«;YOC contaminated groundwater in Area |,
P . . . . R
be enhanced by giving consideration, during the design, Alterggatlved\gvould be significantly more expensive to
to technologies and practices that are sustainable in cgﬁé’tmct and{mp‘!ement than Alternative 3. In Area 2
accordance with EPA Region 2’s Clean and Green and Area 3, Altérnative 3 would be significantly more
Energy Policy'. This will include consideration of green \?*:x\expenswe to constrichand implement than Alternative 4:
remediation technologies and practices. ““\“f":‘ Monitored Natural Kti?nuatlon Alternative 4 in Area 2
\‘*«and Area 3 relies on rediicéd, contaminant migration from
A long-term groundwater and surface water monitoring upgradlentsareas and naturaﬁ_processes to achieve MCLs

program would be implemented to track and?;glomtor 1n«the(gr(\§:ﬁ"}'1dwater
changes in the groundwater contamination and‘{surface W

water in Union Springs and ensure the RAOs are attamed Althougk‘&he timeframe to achieve MCLs in the
The results from the long-term monitoring progxam w11%\groundwatems uncertain due to the continuing source to
be used to evaluate the mlgranon and changes inythe groundwater\contammatlon at the former Powerex
VOC contaminants over time. Théﬂ gg-term monnom;é faglggy and tﬁ%ﬁ?mpact of the mass diffused in the
program will be modified accordmf;'l} 5 Y ‘(B\'d‘fock\ ;ﬁatnx long-term groundwater monitoring
% Would ensiéthat RAOs are achieved at the Site. There
[thle this alternative will ultlrnately Tesult in reduction 3% is currently no threat of exposure to contaminated
of contaminant levels in groundwater to levels that would .groundwater at the Site since point-of-use treatment

allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, it w1ll\ systems are maintained on impacted residences and farms
\

”& N \‘a

take longer than five years to achieve these levels, As that are not connected to the: municipal drinking water
result, in accordance with EPA policy, the Slte is to be supply Therefore, EPA and NYSDEC believe that

reviewed at least once every five years, }\ \ Alternative 3: Enhanced In-Situ Biological and Abiotic ...
R :% . Remediation in Area 1, and Alternative 4: Monitored
The Preferred Alternativeiincludes a contmgency remedy Natural Attenuation in Areas 2 and 3 would be protective
A contingency remedy w1ll\be 1mp1em\é1\1”ted if it is of human' health and theenvironment by effectively
determined that Alternafives, \& Enhénced In-Situ reducing the toxicity and volume of contaminated
Biological and Abiotic Remedlatlon u&x Area 1 or groundwater at the Site, while providing the best balance
Alternative 4: Monitored Natural Attenuatxon in Area 2 is of tradeoffs among the alternatives with respect to the
not adequately protective of hunian® health and the evaluation criteria.
environment. The contingency remedy for Area 1 will
consist of Alternative 2: Groundwater Pump and Treat As noted previously, a separate source control action near
and Alternative 3: Enhanced In-Situ Bioremediation for the GE Auburmn / Powerex site is to be implemented
Area 2. There is no contingency remedy for Area 3. timely by GE. under an administrative order issued by
NYSDEC, in order to address the continuing movement
The former Powerex facility continues to be a primary of VOCs from_that facility. In the event that source
source of VOC contamination to groundwater at this Site. control at the GE Auburn / Powerex plant is not
As mentioned previously, the source investigation and successfully implemented pursuant to New York_State’
response actions for the former Powerex facility are being law. EPA has authorized the
addressed by NYSDEC and GE. Remedial actions for performance of an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis
the former Powerex facility are not the focus of this to evaluate options for a Non-Time Critical Removal
decision document, although successful completion (i.e. Action_at_the GE Auburn/ Powerex site pursuant to
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CERCLA in order to ensure that the VOC migration from
the source areas at the GE Auburn / Powerex plant is
sutficiently reduced to allow for the maximum benefits of
the EPA_proposed remedial alternative, EPA’s analyses
assume significant reductions in VOC migration from
these sources once the State’s plans for remediation are
implemented.

Addition Comment on Figure 3 — Put boundaries showing
the approximate extent of impacts for Area 3.




